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> Amencans listaned closely Tuaday “as’
" President Carter gave his midterm State of
" the Union address. For those who believe i in}
: mot% u{ﬁzﬁ?’ Carter’s speex:h was, periaps,
won reassuring.” EA
Carter's failure to conclude a ; Midesst seﬁe-
ment. to.initial a SALT II-treaty-and ‘to
“moderate the recent price increases of. the|
" Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
 {ries were brushed aside. Further, he didn't
- mention the biggest forsign-policy failureina
decade—~the collapse of Iran-as we have
known it, and t.heprohable hobhiling of Ameri=:
ea'sstrategic and economm interasts m«that
'mrbulentregmn. T e Wbt Sy
- Nothing better ‘reveals the con’rmﬁng m-
‘coherence of Carter’s thinking than the Ad-
‘ministration’s tragic.and- nuw-dlsasuﬁm poh-
-2y toward Iran,~ees

Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavis govern-:

ment, though guilty-of human-rights-abuses,.
hasbeenthehnchpmoIAmmeznpohcym
.the Persian Gulf and. mdeed. :hroughout. the
Mmde:ash,~ e, i

_ For .more than" zhree decads. t.ha Umted
_States invested enormous military, diplomatic,
economic and intelligence assets in protecting
the so-called Northern Tier—that vast are of

countries stretching from the Dardanells t.o
thegates of India, &7 :
" T protect that region, Ammmn Preszdents
took decisive action. In 1946, Harry Truman.
Jorced the Soviets out of a virtuat octupation”
" of Iran's northwestern province of Azerbaijan,
and he did so as part of a coherent strategic
pohcy Lhat came. ta be known as, "conrmn-
Jaent.”

-~'That pohcy vzewed the Sov:et Umon reahs
trcally as an adversary with a combative
ideology antagonistic to the West and with the
‘power to probe the vulnerable nations on its
‘borders.. Containment " called*for the: United.
“States to assist pro-Western nations willing to
Tesist Soviet aggression or internal subversion

with ecanormc, dxplomanc and. it neumry

< Inthe aseof!ran. ﬂ:erwtﬂtswmdxmaf— :

Yic. The United States, after renrrning the shalt
-to power with the heip of the CIA in 1053,
_went on to seil more than $100 billion in goods
‘and services over the next two decades—put~
- ting the trade-balance figures in the biack for
many of those years, Iran supplied us with 7%
- of our oil imports—a figure that was growing
until the recent disturbances. Moreover; one
barrel out of five of the oil imported ta the:
United States, Wm Eumpe and Japan
came from Iran. @ .

“-some"countries,.like the People’s Republic of *

-Today, with oil produr:ur.m cmta:led—-even
if Saudi Arabia and otheA frparoile
states make up the loss—~the safety margin for|

Carter and the’ Teoih Fairies-

wed 4-5_-:_

Pohcy Cla:u:né Are Full of Make Beheve, Emgty of HlS T allures‘: |

‘the West is gane. A fire, sabotage or produc-
tion strike, or even a severely co!d mnter.
could lead to chaos.

. "In the past decade, parallel U.S.-Iramian
strategic interests took concrete form in the
shah's commitment to protect the Persian Guif |
and Red Sea routes that carry over half the oxl

:used by Western nations. ©. - - e

. Moreover, the shah’s generous supply of 011
for Israel and his protection of the small and
. highly vuinerable oil-producing - mini-states

- along the -gulf were further reflections of the|

mul.ual interests of the two powers. - -
A final element in the tragedy of Iran is the

‘m!.emmuon and probahle loss of vital intel-
i ligenee facilities—=facilities made -even more
-~ -critieal after their loss in Turkey. These moni-
2 + tors provide. crucial information on military

- 'developments in' Iraq,” Afghanistan and the!
- Soviet Uniom-eand without them some State .’
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. Department and CIA analysts believe that any. Strategic and International Studies in Woshing
. strategic arms limitation treaty would become iom,.D.C.: Roger W. Foniaing is o member ¢

) Wtually mvenﬁabl& PEET 2RV w-—-m.-«—--g.
< which a strong foreign policy might be orga-

'mzed. Carter-has displayed "a .remarkable’| i

“inability-to- define the nature-and-extent of
‘zAmerica’s-foreign geopolitical interests. For -
“China, the watchword is “simple reality”—the
Carter version of reaipokitik. For others! like.

Argentina and (sometimes) Iran; it's “human E

e .o~ the senior .research’ staff “of the_C’entef'fa
= - Lacking --any cohesive principle-- amund Strategic andlmernaﬁand& &

nghts" and never the twain shall meet. >

A, Iransdezmseﬂlumnutathc&rter.&dm.n-
istration’s pohcy paralysis.- All- at-once, 18
‘months of human-rights- chatter stopped.
Then' Carter, afraid to offend his liberal
‘domestic coalition, said nothing—-followed by
.hm&sastmua])ec.?predxcﬂnuthattheshan
might not survive, followed by embarrassed
sexpressions of followed by.the dra-
“matic dispatch of a crier task faree, followed
:hy a command 10" halt the task force so that it
wasleftm:tmgﬁgmeSsmtheIndmnOcean
. -The_ plain - fact is. that beyend Carter’s
human-rights litmus test there has been very
the in the way of hard-nosed calculations of
gtrategy. When there has been, there has no:
beenthemmgemactdeusxveiy- St
#* The' shah's departure ushers in an era of
.umeertainty.” It diminishes the - moderate
inﬂuence on Saudi policy, indirectly making it
“mnare difficnlt for Egypt and Israsl to realize
ﬂmr long-sought peace. But,. perhaps mos:
, it illustrates to the world a drastic

‘lack of ‘American resolve, an inability on the
“part of the United States to sense and act on
‘4ta:-strategic interests,:and it furtber devalues
ﬁhemncyafanAmmmn mmmxtmenttm

“friend and allyss, s i sET s |
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